LIreCaN HUNTER U FANTIAY Bl D

= i I
e 1.5 Rouse of Representatives —
Aashington, PC 20515-0552

FORIMMEDIATE RELEASE CONTACT: Maureen Cragin
February 29, 2000 Ryan Veart
(202) 225-2539
STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE DuNCAN HUNTER

CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON MILITARY PROCUREMENT

This afternoon we will receive testimony from three panels consisting of witnesses from the U.S.
Navy, the Congressional Research Service, and the shipbuilding industry on the Navy’s shipbuilding plans
as set forth in the recently released President’s Budget for fiscal year 2001. This format is intended to
providethree perspectivesonthe Navy'splans. First, fromthe senior officer responsiblefor the development
of theNavy’srequirements, and fleet commanders—hisinternal Navy “customers’; second, from arecognized
and unbiased expert in Navy force structure and shipbuilding issues at the Congressional Research Service;
and third, from CEOs and senior executiveswithin the shipbuilding industry.

TheU. S. Navy now operates afleet of 316 surface shipsand submarinesthat is expected to decline
to aQuadrennial Defense Review (QDR) recommended level of 305 ships. Thisfleetisonly alittlelarger
than half the size of the Navy of the 1980’ s that comprised almost 600 shipsat its peak. While some argue
that the end of the Cold War and the improved combat capabilities of today’s modern warships permit a
much smaller Navy than would have been required only adecade ago, they ignore the fact that the peacetime
forward presence requirements for the Navy have not changed significantly since the end of the Cold War.
Indeed, in some respects, those presence requirementsfor today’ssmaller Navy haveincreased asillustrated
by continuing large-scal e presence missionsin the Persian Gulf and the Adriatic.

Sincetoday’sNavy, and that planned for the near future, isso much smaller than that of the Cold War
era, itisimperative that the ships and submarines we procure are platforms that maximize both combat and
cost effectiveness. These ships should incorporate the technology and design flexibility to significantly
reduce manning and maintenance requirements and permit theinsertion of new technol ogies asthey mature
over the servicelives of thevessels. Whilethe Navy’'snew DD-21 land attack destroyer, the Virginia class
attack submarine, and the San Antonio class amphibious assault ship are representative of the advanced ship
typesthe Navy will need in the 21% century, | am concerned that the relatively slow production profilesfor
these ship classes will necessarily mean that the Navy will be operating older ships and submarines for a
longer time than may be desirable.

Thelatest President’s Budget request has the Navy building only 39 ships over the five-year period
from fiscal year 2001 through 2005. Thisis adecrease of two ships from last year’s shipbuilding plan for
the samefive-year period. Thetrend seemsto be moving inthewrong direction and rai ses questions about
the Navy’s ability to sustain the higher shipbuilding rates necessary to support afleet size of 305 modern
shipsover thelong term. By the Navy’sown estimate that required annual rateisan average of between 8to
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10 shipsper year. Over thefive-year period ending infiscal year 2005, the Navy will average aprocurement
rate of only 7.4 ships per year —well short of the lower end of the required range.

Furthermore, for certain classes of shipsthat average rate may not tell thewhole story. For example,
even when using the relatively modest QDR goal of 50 attack submarines (SSNs), the Navy may have
difficulty maintaining an SSN force of that size beyond 2015. The Navy istaking stepsto addressthisissue
by lengthening the expected servicelives of existing SSNsthrough operating restrictionsto preserve reactor
corelives, and reviewing optionsto refuel ships previously scheduled for decommissioning and to convert
ballistic missile submarinesto conventional missions. Whilethese measures may provide somerelief inthe
short term, the Navy cannot avoid theinescapabl e requirement to build more, relatively expensive, SSNsat
arate greater than asingle ship per year.

Thissituation for SSNsmay beworsethan | havejust highlighted. The requirement for aforce of 50
SSNsisa QDR number. The Joint Staff just recently transmitted a classified report to the Congress that
definesitsrequirementsfor the Navy’s SSN force. If thewitnesses can discuss unclassified elements of this
report in today’s forum, it would be most helpful in understanding the military’s actual requirements for
SSNs.

To the extent that the Navy’s long range shipbuilding plans require large sustained increases in
funding for the Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy (SCN) account to maintain a 305 ship fleet thereisrisk.
We are facing serious modernization challenges across the spectrum of military systems and in al the
services, toinclude: tactical aviation, precision guided munitions, ground combat vehicles, support equipment,
and telecommunicationsthat will require significantly increased funding over a sustained period of timeto
rectify. We arein this situation because of afailure to commit the resources necessary to address growing
problemsin these areas for too long.

Beforewe proceed, I’ d like to address afrequently heard criticism that too much is spent on buying
unneeded hardware while shortchanging readiness and quality of life. It'ssomething thelate CNO Admiral
“Mike” Boorda once said about trade-offs between modernization and quality of life. He said that
modernizationisaquality of lifeissueif you intend to goin harm’sway. Withthat | would liketo welcome
our first panel of witnessesto discuss the Navy’s shipbuilding plan:

Vice Admiral Conrad C. Lautenbacher, United States Navy
Deputy Chief of Naval Operations
(Resources, Warfare Requirements, and Assessments)

Vice Admiral CharlesW. Moore, United States Navy
Commander, Fifth Fleet

Vice Admiral DennisV. McGinn, United StatesNavy
Commander, Third Fleet

Our second panel will provide an independent analysisand critique of the Navy’s shipbuilding plan
and its adequacy of supporting the QDR goal of afleet of 305 ships. The panel consists of asinglewitness
from the Congressional Research Service who has appeared before this subcommittee before and is a
widely respected expert in naval force structure and shipbuilding matters. | am pleased to welcome our
good friend:
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Mr. Ronald O’ Rourke
National Defense Specialist
Congressional Research Service

Our final panel will provide an industry perspective on the Navy’s shipbuilding plan. There is
concern that the procurement level s projected may beinsufficient to support arobust shipbuilding industrial
base over thelong term. Of particular concernisthat aweak industrial base may lead to the gradual erosion
of both real competition and innovation that isnecessary to ensurethat the Navy will continueto maintainits
technological edge over any potential adversaries.

Thereare currently only six major shipyardsengaged in new construction of shipsfor theU.S. Navy.
Oneof thesefacilitiesisan independent corporation and the others are divisions of two corporations. It has
become increasingly difficult to support these facilitieswith thelow level of Navy shipbuilding of the past
decade. The consolidation that theindustry has experienced to date has been in responseto thelack of Navy
orders.

Navy shipbuilding will continueto account for the commanding majority of the new construction of
large, technically complex ships in this country for the foreseeable future. The sufficiency of the Navy’'s
shipbuilding planisof paramount concernto theindustry. A failureto keep the major entitiesin shipbuilding
industry adequately engaged in the design and construction of modern naval vesselsmay severely restrict the
Navy’sability to procure advanced designsfar into the future.

Giventhat the Navy’sshipbuilding planisso critical to the health of theindustry, it isonly appropriate
that we have representatives of the shipbuilding industry here today to provide their perspective. | look
forward to afrank and open discussion of the adequacy of the Navy’s shipbuilding plan and the state of the
U.S. shipbuilding industry.

Our third panel today will be comprised of industry witnesses. | am pleased to welcome:
Ms. CynthiaL. Brown
President of the American Shipbuilding Association

Mr. William P. Fricks
President and Chief Executive Officer, Newport News Shipbuilding

Mr. John K. Welch
Senior Vice President, General Dynamics

Dr. Lawrence J. Cavaiola
VicePresident for Strategic & Business Development, Litton Ship Systems

Beforewebeginthefirst panel, let me call on the gentleman from Virginia, the ranking Democrat of
the subcommittee, Mr. Sisisky, for any remarks hewould careto make.
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